The original version of this article unfortunately published with few errors in Fig. 1 and Table 1 which was reported to the Editorial Office. This has been corrected by publishing this Erratum.
The correct form of this Fig. 1 and Table 1 is as follows: Figure 1 in the published manuscript seems to be having made by the hand but in reality, since the fact that whenever X-ray source, Cukα, is used for iron oxide, the fluorescence takes place and consequently, polychromatic radiations are emitted. The results in irregular and noisy peaks as evident in the below image ( Fig. 1 ) can be resolved by choosing an element for the tube that is appropriate to the studied sample or experimental requirement, and Co for samples with Fe is the most appropriate option which is not available here. To remove the background noise, the original image was therefore made smooth in the published manuscript. Besides, the XRD results are also in agreement with the FTIR ( There is an error in the indexation in Fig. 1 , Table 1 and text: the first peak at about 30° is 200 instead of 220.
Therefore, the indexation of the peak in Fig. 1 , Table 1 and text at 30° should be read as (220) rather than (200).
The lattice parameters in Table 1 for both pure and doped samples have been calculated for all their corresponding three most intense peaks which are the same up to two decimal numbers, they have therefore been mentioned only for the first peak. The lattice parameters for all three peaks are given in Table 1 . While looking at the porosity of the samples in Table 1 of the published paper one wonders how the porosity of the powder has been calculated. This is clarified here that the porosity has been calculated when the samples were in their pellet form rather than in powder form. A similar procedure has also been followed in the Ref. [1] .
Since the peaks were of irregular shape, we fitted the peaks and calculated the crystallite size. The values of crystallite size are corrected as given below in Table 1 . 
